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DETAILED ACTION 

Claims 1-3, 5-8, and 10-14 are pending. 

Response to Arguments 
Note: Applicant's arguments are in bold text. Examiner's responses are indented. 

The office action's proposed association of elements from Hasebe with corresponding 
elements in the claims means that the ^^content server" 60 is somehow 'Mnside," or a 
constituent part of, the "origin server" 200. This would mean that the purported "origin 
server" 200 would be busy Whenever the content server 60 is serving content This defeats 
the purpose of having an origin server be separate from the content server. 

In response to applicant's argument that the references fail to show certain features of 
applicant's invention, it is noted that the features upon which applicant relies (i.e., an origin 
server that is separate from the content server) were not recited in the rejected claims. 
Although the claims are interpreted in light of the specification, limitations from the 
specification are not read into the claims. See In re Van Geuns, 988 F.2dll81, 26 
USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. Cir. 1993). 

In Hasebe, the local unit 200 responds to requests for content by retrieving desired content 
from the information distribution device 60 and serving that content The local unit 200 
does not respond to a request for content by providing an address of any sort. This is 
because the address to the autonomous system 30 is already known. If it were not already 
known, the local unit 200 could never have received a request for content to begin with. 

Applicant's arguments have been fully considered and are persuasive. Therefore, the 
rejection has been withdrawn. However, upon further consideration, a new ground of 
rejection is made in view of Mockapetris. 
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Claim Objections 

Applicant is advised that should claim 6 be found allowable, claim 7 will be objected to 
under 37 CFR 1.75 as being a substantial duplicate thereof. When two claims in an application 
are duplicates or else are so close in content that they both cover the same thing, despite a slight 
difference in wording, it is proper after allowing one claim to object to the other as being a 
substantial duplicate of the allowed claim. See MPEP § 706.03(k). 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 
The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

Claim 5 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite for failing to 
particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as the 
invention. Claim 5 depends on cancelled claim 4. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness 
rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1-3, 6, 7, and 10-13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Hasebe et al. (U.S. Patent Number 6,212,570, hereinafter "Hasebe") in view of Mockapetris 
(RFC 1035, Nov 1987, hereinafter "Mockapetris"). Hasebe discloses an information distribution 
device selection system. 
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In referring to claims 1, 10, and 13, Hasebe shows substantial features of the claimed 
invention, including: | 

• Identifying an autonomous system having a plurality of content servers: 

''Then, the routing control function can be realized either only within the routing control 
autonomous system 30 (which indicates own communication network range at a time of 
exchanging routing information using external routing control means among 
communication network providers), or as a combination of a plurality of routing control 
autonomous system 30, " (Hasebe, col. 7, line 65 - col. 8, line 4) 

• Each of the content servers having a copy of the desired content, and 

''Namely, it is an information distribution device selection system in which at least two or 
more information distribution devices 60 for realizing the same information providing 
are present on the inter-connected communication networks formed by a plurality of 
communication networks " (Hasebe, col. 7, Hnes 29-33) 

• Providing said cUent with a shared address, said shared address being common to said 
content servers: 

"the system comprising: a plurality of information distribution service communication 
networks which are physically different but having an identical communication network 
identifier*' (Hasebe, col. 4, lines 1-4) 

• Serving said client from an optimal content server selected from said plurality of content 
servers: 

"one information distribution device 60 is selected from a plurality of these information 
distribution devices 60 that are present, by the user terminal device 70" (Hasebe, col. 7, 
lines 34-36) 

• Said optimal content server having been selected on the basis of an optimal path from 
said client to said shared address: 

"By the above mechanism for automatic registration of the routing information table, it is 
possible to realize the selection of a route to the logically closest information distribution 
device 60 among a group of the information distribution devices 60 which are currently 
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capable of responding to a request destined to the information distribution service 
communication terminal identifier, " (Hasebe, col. 8, line 65 - col. 9, lines 4) 

However, Hasebe is silent as to how the client obtains the address of the autonomous system. 
Hasebe does not explicitly show a server providing the address to the client. Nonetheless this 
feature is well known in the art and would have been an obvious modification to the system 
disclosed by Hasebe as evidenced by Mockapetris. 

In analogous art, Mockapetris discloses the implementation and specification of domain 
names. Mockapetris shows a server receiving a request, said server responding to the request 
with a host address: *'Thus a user might ask for the host address or mail information associated 
with a particular domain name. To enable the user to request a particular type of information, 
an appropriate query type is passed to the resolver with the domain name. " (Mockapetris, 
section 2.1, paragraph 2) 

Given these teachings, a person of ordinary skill in the art would have readily recognized the 
desirability and advantages of modifying the system of Hasebe so as to provide a server to 
respond to requests for host addresses, such as taught by Mockapetris, in order to replace IP 
addresses with easy to remember text names. 

In referring to claims 2 and 11, Hasebe in view of Mockapetris shows, 

• Identifying an optimal path between said client and said shared address: 
Hasebe, col 8, line 65 - col 9, lines 4 (quoted above) 

• Receiving a request from said client to connect to a content server at said shared address 
and designating a content-server on said optimal path to be said optimal content-server: 
Hasebe, col 8, line 65 - col 9, lines 4 (quoted above) 

In referring to claims 3 and 12, Hasebe in view of Mockapetris shows, 

• Directing said client to reach said optimal content-server by following said optimal path 
Hasebe, col 8, line 65 - col 9, lines 4 (quoted above) 
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In referring to claims 6 and 7, Hasebe shows substantial features of the claimed invention, 
including: 

• An autonomous system including a first content server and a second content server 
having content in common with said first content server: 

Hasebe, coL 7, lines 29-33 (quoted above) 

• Said first and second content servers having a shared address: 
Hasebe, col. 4, lines 1-4 (quoted above) 

• Identifying an autonomous system having a plurality of content servers: 
Hasebe, col 7, line 65 - col 8, line 4 (quoted above) 

• A first router for relaying messages to said first content server and a second router for 
relaying messages to said second content server: 

"a plurality of communication network exchange devices respectively provided in the 
information distribution service communication networks, each communication network 
exchange device having a routing control function for inter-connecting a corresponding 
information distribution service communication network with other information 
distribution service communication networks'* (Hasebe, col. 4, lines 11-18); a network 
exchange device with a routing control fiinction is, by definition, a router) 
However, Hasebe is silent as to how the client obtains the address of the autonomous system. 
Hasebe does not explicitly show a server providing the address to the client. Nonetheless this 
feature is well known in the art and would have been an obvious modification to the system 
disclosed by Hasebe as evidenced by Mockapetris. 

In analogous art, Mockapetris discloses the implementation and specification of domain 
names. Mockapetris shows a server receiving a request, said server responding to the request 
with a host address: Mockapetris, section 2,1, paragraph 2 (quoted above) 

Given these teachings, a person of ordinary skill in the art would have readily recognized the 
desirability and advantages of modifying the system of Hasebe so as to provide a server to 
respond to requests for host addresses, such as taught by Mockapetris, in order to replace IP 
addresses with easy to remember text names. 
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Claims 5, 8, and 14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Hasebe in 
view of Mockapetris and in further view of Stevens et al. (TCP/IP illustrated, Volume 1: The 
Protocols, hereinafter "Stevens"). 

In referring to claims 5, 8, and 14, although Hasebe shows substantial features of the claimed 
invention, including the system of claims 4, 6, and 13, Hasebe does not explicitly show the use 
of a Border Gateway Protocol (BGP) router. Nonetheless this feature is well known in the art 
and would have been an obvious type of router to use in the system disclosed by Hasebe as 
evidenced by Stevens. 

In analogous art, Stevens discloses the use of BGP, a protocol used for communication 
between routers. Stevens shows: 

''BGP is an exterior gateway protocol for communication between routers in different 
autonomous systems. BGP is a replacement for the older EGP that was used on the 
ARPANET. BGP Version 3 is defined in RFC 1267 [Lougheed and Rekhter 1991]. " (Stevens, 
page 138) 

''BGP is a distance vector protocol but unlike RIP (which announces hops to a destination), 
BGP enumerates the route to each destination (the sequence of AS numbers to the 
destination). This removes some of the problems associated with distance-vector protocols. 
An AS is identified by a 16-bit number. " (Stevens, page 139) 

Given these teachings, a person of ordinary skill in the art would have readily recognized the 
desirability and advantages of using BPG routers in the system of Hasebe, such as taught by 
Stevens, in order to implement the content servers as autonomous systems, as desired by the 
system of Hasebe, and to "remove some of the problems associated with distance-vector 
protocols." 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this commimication or earlier communications from the examiner 
should be directed to Scott M. Klinger whose telephone number is (703) 305-8285. The 
examiner can normally be reached on M-F 7:00am - 3:30pm. 



Application/Control Number: 09/757,745 
Art Unit: 2153 



Pages 



If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, 
Glenn Burgess can be reached on (703) 305-4792. The fax phone number for the organization 
where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



Scott M. Klinger 
Examiner 
Art Unit 2153 
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